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Abstract. The failure of the support policy in the field of rural development during the first stages of 
transition was determined by the slow pace of the economic reform and shaping of the market-viable 
agricultural structures. The research undertaken allowed for the depiction of tendencies and 
theoretically and practically-fundamented conclusions for the efficient access and employment of 
European funding for rural development. The study aims at the absorption degree of European pre-
accession (SAPARD) and post-accession (FEADR) funds and their impact on beneficiaries in Cluj 
county, in the North-West Development Region. The method for data collection and processing 
selected was the inquiry, while the research instrument employed was the survey. Other method 
utilized in the present paper include the determination of causal relationships by means of the Hi-
square criterion.  Farmers and entrepreneurs in the rural area must be supported to take full benefit of  
FEADR  funding opportunities, as the instrument that is most adapted to the development needs of 
rural communities and that provides an overall coherent context for European support on local rural 
development strategies. 
  




Poverty is mostly rural and agriculture is the main occupation of people residing in 
rural areas (Kayser et al., 1994; Zahiu et al., 2006). As such, young people migrated to the 
urban area, leading to the depopulation of the rural area and over-population of towns (Bold et 
al. 2003; Benedeck, 2004). Consequenlty, small-number localities are not sustainable, while 
untended rural areas look deplorable (Gavrilescu et al., 2000; Otiman, 2006; Samochiș, 
1997). Thus, one of the research aims is to tackle the impact of European funding on the work 
force in the rural area.  
The research relies on a survey applied on private SAPARD and FEADR 
beneficiaries in Cluj county, aiming at revealing the abilities for fund absorption for these 
beneficiaries. The goals of this study are: to identify the main information sources on 
European funds; to analyse the main co-financing sources for private beneficiaries; for 
beneficiaries to assess the means to apply for these funds, the degree of satisfaction with 
respect to the mechanism for project implementation; to reveal the perceptions on setbacks 
encountered; to analyse of the impact that these projects exert on direct and indirect 
beneficiaries. 
 
MATERIAL AND METHODS 
 
For data collection and reaching the objectives set, the direct enquiry method was 
employed (Adroniceanu, 2006; Pop, 2004).  It was selected as the questionnaire was relatively 
long (29 questions) and in order to provide comfort for those under survey.  
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The research sample included private beneficiaries of SAPARD and/or FEADR 
funds. Up to date, the number of those benefitting from SAPARD and FEADR projects was 
126 private firms or individuals, who were all the basis of this questionnaire.  
   
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 
 
To illustrate the most important direct benefits on SAPARD and/or FEADR 
beneficiaries, respondents expressed their degree of satisfaction concerning some of the 
possible effects of the investments they made (Tab. 1). 
Tab. 1 
Beneficiaries’ perception on the effects of investment completed 





Not in the 
most % 





1 Profit increase 43.9 31.7 9.8 14.6 
2 Creation of new work places 29.3 39 29.3 2.4 
3 Professional reconversion 39 31.7 22 7.3 
4 Reduction of work places 14.7 0 78 7.3 
5 Increase of product, service quality 41.5 26.8 17.1 14.6 
6 Increase of work productivity 60.9 17.1 9.8 12.2 
7 Increase of production capacity 75.6 12.2 7.3 4.9 
8 Improvement of environmental 
conditions 
41.5 31.7 19.5 7.3 
9 Improvement of work conditions 46.3 31.7 12.2 9.8 
10 Improvement of living conditions 43.9 43.9 12.2 0 
 
In their opinion, respondents considered that the investments made had a positive 
impact (Tab. 1) on production capacities, work productivity and work conditions. These 
cumulated effects only led to an increase in profits and consequently standard of living in 
approximately 40% of those under analysis. It is to be expected that on the long term, the 
positive effects amplify as the investments are paid off (Mihai et al., 2008).   
 

















Improving  living 
standard 
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 In the same context, respondents opted for the most important direct effect of the 
investment within the SAPARD and/or FEADR programme (Fig. 1). Their conclusions reflect 
the previously-mentioned effects, while the most important for 30.1% of beneficiaries is the 
increase of the production capacity.  
One of the study aims was related to the evolution of non-refundable funding in 
comparison to the previous situation of these particular beneficiaries before APDRP 
contracting. The results allow for paramount conclusions that prove useful in implementing 
such programmes. 
More than 70% of the ones under survey showed that the status of the firms before 
SAPARD and FEADR funds was prosperous, very good or stagnating, and only one quarter 
of respondents consider that their enterprise was in difficulty or did not activate at all. 
Moreover, according to applicants’ guides for all types of measures, only firms that have had 
a profit for the past year or had no activity at all may benefit from non-refundable European 
funds. Therefore, it hinders the attempts of firms in difficulty to recover and develop 




The research conducted allowed for the depiction of tendencies and important 
practical and theoretical conclusions for the efficient accession and employment of European 
rural development funds. To benefit from the community intervention scheme, the major 
problem for rural communities is related to: funding opportunities, drafting a project portfolio 
suitable for development options and finding co-financing sources. Such an approach is 
conditioned by development strategies, human resources development and the promotion of a 
private-public partnership according to joint-interest priority areas.  
Considering the complexity of the financing approach and the status of the Romanian 
rural area (deficient economic and social infrastructure, divided property, predominance of 
subsistence farms, structural frailty of  crops, weakness of management and lack of 
investment sources, low service quality , low level of education and professional training, 
resilience to change) show that the engine for rural development and the capitalization of 
European opportunities should be played by local and regional decision makers. Farmers and 
entrepreneurs in the rural area must be supported to take full advantage from FEADR 
financing opportunities, which is the most adapted instrument to farmer needs within the 
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